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SOTHFCONGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Report
2d Session ~ No. 1428

1

- FEDERAL EFFICIENCY RATING SYSTEM

FrBRUARY 26, 1948.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
Sta.teA of the quon and ordered to be printed L

Mr. REzs, from the Committee en Post Office and Civil 50@;’
submitted the following - —

- PRELIMINARY REPORT

Pursuant to authority contained in House Resolution 176, approved
June 5, 1947, the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service is pres-
ently conducting & survey and study of the efficiency rating system -
in the Federal Government. ‘ ‘ :

The committee believes that one of the most important factors in.
creating good morale and increasing the efficiency of Federal employees

.is the intelligent application of a practical efficiency rating system.
Too often, efficiency ratings are made as a result of a .subjective:
analysis of an employee’s work, whereas objective standards should
be used. Many Federal employees have approached the committee
requesting that steps be taken to secure a more workable and fair-
efficiency rating system. , :

The committee found, as a result of its studies, that improvements.
in the efficiency rating system should be made through more effective
administration. This necessitates a more realistic approach by opera-
ting officials and personnel officers in the departments and agencies.

-As a result of one of the committee’s suggestions in August 1947, the
Federal Personnel Council recommended certain corrective measures
in the efficiency rating system to the Civil Service Commission..
These were adopted and became effective January 15, 1948. ’

During the first session, Eightieth Congress, the committee ro--
quested the Federal Personnel Council to conduct a study of the
Federal efficiency rating system. The Couneil has submitted its.
report and recommendations, which are set forth below in full.

REPORT OF FEDERAL PERSONNEL COUNCIL

T'epErAL PERsonNEL Counciw,

Unrrep States Crvin Service COMMISSION,

Washington 26, D. C., January 16, 1948.

Hon. Epwarp H. Rrzs, ‘ :

Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, )
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dgar Mr. Regs: In accordance with your request, I am pleased to transmit-

a second report of the activities of the Federal Personnel Couneil relating to the-
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problem of cfficiency rating. This report contains information and observations
on the effectivencss of the present rating system, a list of rating problems which
have received, or will receive, the attention of the Council, and proposed solutions
to some of the problems which have been sent to the Civil Service Commission,
as well as to you. As the report shows, our studics made to date have indicated
the immediate need for administrative rather than legislative improvements.

We hope we may be permitted to call on you if and when our continuing studics
reveal the necd for corrective legislation in this field.

We do not believe that there is any such thing as a final solution to all the
problems of efficiency rating, since the problems change, just as work programs
and problems in management change. Efficieney rating administration 18 not
static—it is an activity—and it musl keep tg) with practical problems as they
arise. What inay be a good rule to follow today may be inadequate in terms of
the problems we may encounter a year from loday. Accordingly, the study of
efficicney ratings as & part of good management will continue to be an activity
of the Federal %’crsunnel Council.

Our experience with efliciency rating appeals to statutory boards of review, over
& 5-year period, furnishes evidence of & moderate change for the better in efficienc
rating administration. During the first fiscal year (1942) of the operations of suc
boards of review, only 42 percent of the appealed ratings weresustained. In 1947
the proportion of ratings sustained by these boards of review had increased to
56 percent.  This appears to indicale & gradual improvement in the ratings made
by supervisors, which was brought about, at least in part, through supervisory
iraining in the field of cfficiency ratings. The total number of efliciency ratings
corrceted by boards of review during the past fiscal year (1947) was 302, or less
than one-twenticth of 1 pereent of all ratings appealable to such boards.  Although
the review boards, being human, are not infallible, they nevertheless furnish the
most valid check available on the cffectivencss of the present rating system,

What may prove to be one of the most encouraging trends in the entire field of
personnel management is beginning to appear in the form of job performance
standards—both in Government and in private industry. This is, however, &
complex problem in the human relations aspeet of management and in its signifi-
eance gocs far beyond the field of efficiency rating alone. While progress has
been made in some Federal departments and agencies in this matter, much
remains to be done.

" The attached statement is submiticd as & progress report rather than & com-
plete document on the subjeet of cflicicncy ratings. As such, we hope it will be
of assistance to you and to your committee in your deliberations on current issues
in which efficiency ratings may be involved.

You may be sure that the Council weleomes this opportunity to work with you
in attaining our common objcclives of betler management of tlie Government
business. We hope you will call on us frecly when you [ecl we can be helpful,

You may be intercsted to know that it was through your timely suggestions of
last August that studies made by the Federal Personnel Council have resulied in
& number of corrective actions in the cfficicney rating system. These improve-
ments were submitted to you in our first report of November 25, 1947, and are
summarized on page 8 of this report, They have been adopted by the Civil -
Service Commission and became effective on January 15, 1948. :

Yours sincerely,
Frepenick M. Daveneorr, Chairman.

Enclosures:

1. Report on Activities of the Federal Personnel Council Relating to the
Problcms of Efficicncy Rating Administration, dated January 15,
1948 (appendix A, p. 2).

2. Copy of letter of November 25, 1847, to the House Committee on Post
&Bcc_;md Civil Service from Federal Personnel Council (appendix
B, p. 7).

APPENDIXK A

Feprrat Personxen Counciy,
Unitep States Civin SErvICE CoMMISSION,
Washington 25, D. C., January 15, 1948.

RErORT 0N ACTIVITIES OF THE FEDERAL PERsonyen CounciL RELATING TO THE
PrOBLEMS OF KFFICIENCY RATING ADMINISTRATION

During the past year a wide range of problems in administration of the uniform
efficiency rating system have been studied in the Federal Personnel Council, in
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cooperation with the United States Civil Serviee Commission. To understand
the progress that has been made, it i3 necessary to explain first how the Council
has organized itself to carry out the studies. :

The Council is composed of the directors of personnel of the various departments
and agencies of the Federal Government. This body is too large for detailed
research and study. Also, it is too large for carrying through any specialized
project from beginning to completion. It operates, therefore, through committees.
One such committee devotes its attention to efficicney rating matters. Any
recommendations this committee formulates are presented for approval to'the full
Couneil. . .

Frequently personnel officials in the fleld service assist by considering and
making recommendations on efficiency rating problems. They have also helped
greatly with training programs for supervisors, which result in better and more
uniform ratings, particularly in the field sérvice, which includes about 90 percent
of all Federal employces. .

Sometimes a committec finds it necessary to establish subcommittees for pre-
liminary investigation and study., The study of a subcommitiee is presented to
the main committee for consideration and formulation of recommendations, which,
in turn, are submitted to the Couneil for its approval. The Efficiency Rating
Committee of the Council operated for a considerable period of time through two
subcommittces—one Research and Development and the other Current Operating
Problems. Both of these subcommittecs have completed their investigations,
which the main committee is now in process of reviewing. As recommendations :
are formulated, they are submitted to the Council. Since the Council acts in
such matters as and adviser to the Civil Serviee Commission, the recommendations
as approved by the Council are referred to the Commission for its consideration.
. As a result of the activities of the subcommittees, there can be expected to flow
a continuing series of recommendations for improvement of the uniform efficiency
rating system and its administration for some time to come. Ifowever, urgent
problems arc given immediate committee consideration, which has resulted, for
exampole, in the reeent changes whereby at one stroke all special ratings and their
abuses were eliminated. ’

The following is a discussion of the work of the two subcommittees:

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CURRENT OPERATING PROBLEMS

There was assigned to this subcommittee the task of determining the problems
which arise in applying the uniform efficiency rating proccdure and of making
suggestions for possible solution to these problems consistent with basic law,
After some consideration of how to acecomplish this, it decided to examine each
major phase of the rating proeess. These major phases, listed below, indieate
the scope and variety of the problems studied.

1. The name cfficiency rating.
2. Responsibility for efficieney rating administration.
3. Rules, regulations, and procedures governing cfficiency ratings.
4, The 31 standard elements. :
5. The element markings.
6. The standard. .
7. The adjective vating.
8. The rating official.
9. The reviewing official.

10. The efficieney rating committee.

11. The board of review.

.12, The regular rating period.

13. The special rating.

14. The probational rating.

" 15. Administrative—unofficial ratings.

16. Ratings on different jobs in same grade.

17. Who is to be rated.

18. Discussion of efficiency ratings (with employees).

19. Notice of efficiency ratings, SF-68, s

20. The list of efficiency ratings.

Some problems in several of the phases listed above have already been treated
in the recent changes in the efficiency rating system. Others have been dealt
with by the Couneil more recently-and are covered in a later part of this report.
Still others will be acted upon by the Council as expeditiously as possible.

. One thing stands out clearly in this entire field. Although there is general
agreement on the neced for a system of efficiency ratings as a part of a carcer and
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merit system, it is very diflieult to get agreement on most other points. Henee,
s middle compromise course must often be taken. The important thing is to
keep working away until a praclical course is determined that will be generally
applicable, The best safeguard is experience: but even experience varies, and
usually it is neeessary for experience to be of some duration before it ean be used
aafely as a guide.  One 1hing experience has shown is that it is advisable to make
changes gradually and to observe their effects rather than to supplant one system
by an entirely different one. TImprovement in the efficiency rating system and its
administration, in other words, is a8 matier of growth and progress rather than
radical change. This is borue out by the experience of the gubcommittcc on
Research and Development.

BUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

This subcommitice was appointed at the same time as the ome on current
operating problems.  However, its task was quite different. At its first mecting
there was adopted the following coneept of its purpose:

1. To determine what the rating needs of employees are and, eorrespondingly
what rating nceds management has, disregarding for the present the
administrative and legal environment of cfliciency ratings.

2. To work out an eflicicney rating svstem which will best fill thesc needs
without regard, in the firsl instaunce, to practical limitations, practica-

. bility (legal or administrative) of any new system which is developed to
be ascertained subsequently.

To aceomplish this purposc and to provide for a eross scetion of opinion, the
siubeomniittee deeided to inerease its meinbership by adding representatives of
emplovee organizations and of management. .\s & basie starting point it agreed
that the main purpose of perforinance evaluation was “lo determine and to in-
erease the value reecived in work performance for the taxpayers’ dollar expended
for compensation for practical service.” It agrecd also “(e) that any system of
perforinance evaluation must be based on sound management principles’” and
“(b) that persons who are raled are human beings and that any system devised
must provide fair treatinent in the light of their feelings of personal dignity and
sclf-esteemn.” It was repeatedly stated in the course of the subcommitice’s dis-
cussions that it “is to cousider itsell as ‘starting at scratch’—as if no Federal
efficicney rating system is now in existence’” and that it is within the scope of the
subcommitiee to recommend new legislation, Fxeeulive orders, or civil-service
rules, or Lo recommend appropriate repesal or amendments,”

In the course of the subcommittec’s meetings, it sceured information about
(1) the history of efliciecney ratings in the Federal Government, (2) the basie
concepts underlying the existing sy=tem, (3) the way in which the system was
being administered, (4) the uses of cfficiency ratings and the types of rating
systems related Lo those uses, and (5) the systems used in & number of industrial
coneerns,

At the meeting of Septemsber 26, 1847, the chairman of the subcommittee
reported that——on the basis of the discussions, readings, and speeial reports—he
could draw five conclusions, which he set forth witlh no consideration for their
order of importance. They are as follows:

1. Serious thought should be given to a system of staggering rating dates
throughout the vears, as suggested practlice in a number of private
industries.  (This has now been incorporated in the uniform cfficicncy
rating system.)

2. Efficicney ratings should not be considered as instrumeénts of punishment.
At the very minimum, an unfavorable efficicney rating should be docu- .
mented for the inforination and protection of the employee. (The
principle of forewarning employees of poor ratings is now incorporated
in the uniform efliciency rating system,)

3. Efficicney ratings should be more definitely and specifically related to the
duties of the job and to the uses of ratings.  (The Civil Service Com-
mission has approved the plans of several agencies as well as its own
organization for rating on the specific dutics of cach employce’s posi-
tion.)

4. Efficieney ratings should be a tool for the development of the employee
and for an incentive (o greater cffurt on his part, and not simply a

record of performance. (This depends on goog management and docs
does exist in that form in many places.)

Tt is better to rate performance than to rate people. (This prineiple is
basic in the philosophy of the unifori rating system.)

M
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Having accomplished this much, .the subcommittee agreed to cease further
activity. It seems to be significant that the subecommittee did not proceed to
the development of an entirely different system of efficiency rating nor of any

© specific recommendations of change in the law. - Instead, it turned its minutes
and the problem back to the main committee for COHsld(‘I‘athII along with the
report from the Subcommittec on Current Operating Problems.

SURVEY -OF OPINIONS ON THE UNIFORM EFFICIENCY RATING SYSTEM IN FIELD
ESTABLISHMENTS OF TIIE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

While the two subcommittees were making their investigations, the Lfficiency
Rating Committee reccived the results of a survey of opinions on the uniform
efficiency rating system by ficld personnel officials in the St. Louis area. The
support for the system was so_great that there was some doubt as to whether it
.was representative of opinion in other field areas. The committee had heard so
much- of criticism that it thought a majority of people were dissatisfied with the
system. The St. Louis study would secem to indieate that the dissatisfaction was
not so widespread. In order to get a broader base, the committee thereupon de-
cided to distribute the St. Louis questionnaire to other geographical arcas in the
field service.
Five hundred and thirty-cight questionnaires were returned. Many of them
reported a consensus. Therefore, the opinions of more than 538 persons are
included in the report of the :study The results of this survey should be acce};)ted
with caution, becausc some of the questions permitted alternatives to a “Yes” or
“No”’ answer.
Returns on individual questlons posed in the survey, in terms of percentages of
the 538 questionnaires received, are as follows:
I. Do you think that the category of efficiency ratings should be—

Percent
(1) Excellent, very good, good, fair, unsatisfactory._. ___ ... 54
{2) Excellent good, fair, unsatlsfacbory___; _____________________________ 10
. (3) Exce]lent good, unsatlsfactory _____________________________________ 11
{4) Good, fau‘, unsatlsfactory _________________________________________ 7

Or do you think that the category of efficicney ratings should be changed
entirely? 18 percent, yes; 53 percent, no.

I1. In eomputing retention credits, what weighting would you recommend for
the following ratings:

(1) Beellent . -« - o e C—
(2) Very GO0 - - e

(8) Good il SO —
(4) Fadr e —
Of the 357 questionnaires which had recommended weights:
Excellent Zocgg Good Tair %ﬁ%‘flg'
101, or 28.3 percent, suggested ... ______________.___. 5 3
45, or 12,6 percent, suggcstod.__ - 3 2
12 or 3.4 pereent, suggested.. . 5 3
Do . 4 3
9, or 2.5 percent, suggostod 5 3
8 or 2.2 percent, suggosted. 5 4
7 or 2 percent, suggested - 5 4
6 or 1.7 percent, suggested ... _______ 4 3
Do 100 90
Do ... 100-95 95-90
6, or 1.4 percent, sugge: 5 3
D 5 4
10 8
10 5
5 3
2 1

Suggcstwns supported by fewer than four questionnaires are not listed (eom-
prigses 119 questionnaires).

(1)01& do you think that efficiency ratings should be disregarded entirely? Percent

O o e e 9

() O e 72
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I11. In preparing the eflicicney rating form do you think that—

(1) The form is excellent and can be used for all jobs_ .. _____ 47 percent, yes.
(2) That different forins with standard element patterns should

be used on varying kindsof jobs_ _ _ . ___________ ... 33 percent, yes.
(3) The form is too complicated and inflexible. ... 16 percent, yes.

IV. Do vou think that appeals would be reduced and the cfficiency rating
program improved if statements signed or initialed by the employee similar to
the following were included on the forn?

“Previous to this rating I have had my work perforimance discussed with me.”

“My supervisor has discussed this rating with me.”

Percent
(1) Y OB o oo e o e cmmmmmmmmem——memea——- 68
(2) Nt e mcmamm———vm———— 26

V. If an employee appeals his rating is it because—
(1) His work performance has not been discussed with him at any time prior Percent

t0 his rabing. - e miecc aemmssssscccsamemeen 43
(2) Hisefficiency rating has not been discussed with him_ .. .. ... 30 .
(3) Certain clements were considered in the rating form which were not
applicable-to the job_ o icaeaaa 13

VI. In your opinion, if supervisors and employees would mutually sclect the
efficiency rating clements, determine the matter considered, set up the job per-
formance requirements on each clement, and then have periodic interviews
concerning the performance of it—

Percent
(1) Would probably pay for itself. o oo i iiaaaaaa 20
(2) Would be well worth the time spent 36

(3) It would not be worth the time_ L aaeaoo 39

VII. Do vou think that something should be done to provide a uniform system
and form for rating unclassified employecs?

Percent
(1) Y OB o o e e e e e e e e e e ———————— 66
(2) RO e e e e mmmmmmmmmme—mm— s 12

If vour answer is “ves,” do you think that the uniform system used for classificd
emplovees should be applied to unclassified employees? :

Pereent
(1) YOB. . e e emmmmeemremammm——mmmmemmmcceaea 45.
() N o e 19

VIII. Do vou think that the present efficiency rating system and Standard
Form No. 51 should be changed entirely?

Percent
(1) YOS o o e mmmm e mmme— e e eme e em e 18
(2) N O n o e e mmmme e mmmmm oo 74

IX. Do vou think that every employee should have the opportunity to appeal
in person his efliciency rating lo an impartial board?

Percent
(1) YO8, - e e me e ccemmmmmm—mme———e—mme—e———aa 85
(2) RO ot e e e e emmeammmm e ecccmmcoemo 10

When the above report on the survey was presented to the Couneil, there was
expressed a desire to see if the opinions of people in the Washington, D. C. arca
corresponded with the opinions of ficld people.  This study is now in process and
should soon be completed and reporied.

INTERIM COUNCIL REPORT ON BPECIAL RATINGS AND RELATED PROBLEMS

By letter dated November 25, 1947, an interim report was submitted to the
chairman of the IIouse Committec on Post Office and Civil Serviee. That
report referred to four basic changes which had been recommended by the Council
to the Civil Service Commission. The changes climinated all special ratings,
introduced “entrance” ratings, permitted ageneics to spread the annual rating
dates throughout the year, and set forth a principle that employecs should bc
forewarned of ratings below “good.” These changes have now becn published
and became cffective January 15, 1948,
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Current activities of the Council . ‘

S Extension to the field service of oral hearings on appcals has been strongly
urged for the last several years by the Council, on the grounds that such appeal
methods would be more equitable to employees and would strengthen efficiency
rating administration. The only thing holding up the establishment of board
of review in the field service is the lack of funds in the Civil Service: Commission.

Experience with present regulations and procedures governing efficiency rating
appeals and the operation of boards of review, has demonstrated the need for
certain revisions. In addition, consideration must be given to the requirements
of the act of July 31, 1946 (60 Stat. 751). Accordingly, the Efficiency Rating

- Committee of the Council has recommended, and the entire Couneil has approved,
the following proposed revisions in the board of review and appeal procedures:

1. Increase the term of office of board of review members from 1 to 2 years;

2. Reduce the time for filing an appeal to a board of review from 90 days

- _ after receipt of notice of efficiency ratings to 30 days; ) :

3. Require board of review approval for waiver of oral hearings instead of
allowing the appellant the absolute right to waive an oral hearing when
one is provided; . S .

4, Authorize the establishment of one or more field boards of review when
the Commission and the head of any department or ageney agree to
extend to those ficld-service employces within the jurisdiction of such
boards of review the same appeal rights as are given to employees in
the departmental service.

5. Recognize the extension of appeal rights to employees whose salaries or
wages are not paid under the compensation schedules of the Classifica~
tion Aet, as provided by the act of July 81, 1946 (60 Stat. 751);

6. Eliminate run-off elections for employee and alternate employee members
of boards of review; and

7. Help clarify other procedures through minor revisions in language and
arrangement and through the deletion of superseded material.

The above recommendations have been submitted by the Council to the Com-
mission, where they are now being considered. ‘

The proposed changes are expected to speed up board of review hearings, re-
duce the need of holding elections, and provide administratively practical pro-
cedures for extending the oral hearing procedures to field service employecs.
After agreement has been reached on thesc changes, recommendations will be
made for revisions in Executive Order No. 9252, dated October 9, 1942, since the
law provides that board of review regulations require the approval of the President,

The Council is firmly convineed that progress in efficiency ratings depends upon
agreement and understanding as ‘well as upon authority. Because of the many
divergent and personal points of view, each item becomes controversial and agreé-
ment is difficult to reach. The Counecil, however, will continue to apply itself to
the task and to recommend improvements as the nature of acceptable improve-
ments are determined. A number of administrative corrections have been in-
stituted during the past 6 years. Continued efforts will be applied, to the end
that the Federal efficiency rating system will be an increasingly practical, fair,
and useful deviee for raising the standards of performance throughout the Gov-
ernment service, :

ArpENDIX B

FeprraL PersonvEL CouNoiw,
Unirep StaTes Crvin Sorvicr CoMMISSION,

. Washington 26, D, C., November 25, 1947.

The Honorable Epwarp H. RrEs,
Chairman, Commitiee on Post Office and Civil Service,
: House of Representotives.

Dzrar M=z. Rers: On July 31, 1947, you wrote to me requesting information
on instructions issued to personnel directors regarding the use of special efficicney
ratings for purposes of reduction in force. On August 12, 1947, I replied, indi-.
cating that we would go into the matter further and would advise you -of the
results. Mr, George M. Moore, chief counsel to your committee, acknowledged
iré}é%etter and advised that a report of the matter was expected before November .
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We are pleased to submil our report in accordanee with your request. The
Federal Personnel Council, in cooperation with the Civil Service Commission, .
has completed a study of the problem with whieh you are concerned, as well as
other problems, and has made certain recommendations to the Civil Service
Commission for the purpose of revising the efficiency rating system.

As a result of this study, the Civil Service Commission, is now revising the
efficiency rating system in & manner which, we hope, will help to solve the problem
which oceasioned vour original request.  The changes will:

(a) Eliminate all speeial ratings.

(b) Introduce an “enirance” rating tlhat is given to an cmployee when
first assigned to a position. If an employee has a rating based on work
in a different position, hie will be given such rating as his entrance rating,
except that if that raling is “unsatisfaclory,” the entrance rating will be
“fair.” If the employee has no current official rating, his entrance rating
will be “good.” he first rating, based on work performance for the em-
plovee will be made 6 months after probational appointment or 6 months
after each change Lo a position of different service, class, or grade.

(¢) Permit agencies to spread the efficiency rating activily throughout the
YCAr.

() Recommend that ratings below “good” shall not be given unless the
employee was given & prior warning.

It is the opinion of the Federal Personnel Council that the above changes will
help to correet the improper conditions which resulted from the making of special
efficicney ratings for reduetion-in-force purposes before employces had sufficient
time to demonstrate their worth in positions to which they were reassigned.  We
believe that existing legislation is fiexible enough for any problem of unfairncss
to be adequately handled by the cfficiency rating system,

T am pleased to advise you that the Council is continuing to study the efficiency
rating system for the purpose of making recommendations for its improvement
to the C}ivil Service Commission. Consequently, the Council will be most happy
to reccive from you any further suggestions you may wish to submit in connection
with the proposed changes listed above or any other phase of the subject.

I hope to see you soon.

ours sincerely,
FrepeErick M. Davexreont, Chairman.

O
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